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Secretary Perry: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 1t is a daunting
task to explain the three hours of comment on a thirty-minute
talk. It is not feasible for me in any event, and it would
tire your patience before lunch to try to answer every
commentator., I will attempt, however, to cover each of the
issues that has been raised to the best of my ability,

First, on Ukrainian nuclear weapons: I do not agree that the
Ukrainian nuclear weapons are relatively harmless because the
Ukrainian Government does not have the codes for them. Now, I
believe, it is a relatively straightforward matter for a
government that has the skilled technical people that exist in
Ukraine to solve that problem. So I reject the idea that
Ukrainian nuclear weapons are harmless.

On the guestion of security assurances versus security
guarantees: The Ukrainian Government has made the judgement --
I'm trying to explain what the security concept as seen by the
Ukrainian Government is -- they made the judgement that their
security will be improved by signing this trilateral

agreement. It will be improved by getting rid of their nuclear
weapons rather than by saving them. And it will be improved by
joining Partnership for Peace.

The trilateral agreement: First, I will comment froem the
Ukrainian Government point of view. There is no such thing as
absolute security. But, more specifically, the trilateral
agreement did not include a guarantee of Ukrainian security by
the United States. That is, it did not have the kind of
agreement that we have in NATO that we would come to defend
Ukraine if it is attacked. The United States Government is not
prepared t¢ make that sort of & guarantee to the Ukrainian
Government.

The second point of comment is on Dr, Teller's very important
intervention refering to the "lump of gold" research and
development capabilities. I would like to associate myself
strongly with Dr. Teller's comment (and) make a few specific
points about that.

First of all, while the budget, the defense budget., of the
United States has decreased since the peak in 1986 and is now
down to a level that it was in the late 1970 or the 198D
period. Notwithstanding that fact, because of a judgement made
by now two administrations -- both the Bush Adminietration and
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the Clinton Administration, which have presided over this
decline in budget -- that the R&D portion of that budget, I
don't have the exact number in my head., is about 50 percent
higher than it was during the late 70s.

S50 while the defense budget today is approximately egual to the
defense budget in the late 70s, the R&D portion of that budget
is substantially higher. The number is approximately 50
percent higher. However, even with that level of funding, the
utility of that depends on good management of the program and
it also depends on increased access to the commercial research
and development work that is underway in the United States and
other western countries. And that is not as easy to achieve as
you might imagine given the way we develop and procure our
military systems. Improving that access is a commitment which
1 have made to our Congress and I intend to follow that out.

It also is related to the point raised by one of the
commentators about cooperating in research and development
within NATO. I have also promised that there would be a
renaissance among the NATO nations in the cooperation in the
development and in the production of military systems.

There was & specific question raised about the ... in fact a
specific recommendation made that United States take action to
curtail this sale of conventiconal arms in Bussia. And the
commentator rightly observed that, if we were to take that
position, we might also be prepared to stop the sale of
conventional arms in the United States, in France, in Germany,
in the United Kingdom, and indeed. in all the NATO countries.
However laudible this objective is, I do not know of any way of
achieving it. Even if we could achieve it, I do not know what
to do about the fact that the Chinese, Israelis, the Swedes,
the Swisgs, all have very substantial arme capabilities and are
all very active in the world market of arms. I have undertaken
mygelf a more modest objective. but still a very important
objective, which is to do everything we can to curtail the
development of weapons of mass destruction -- nuclear,
chemical, biological -- and that objective is hard enough to
achieve, but we've got a shot at doing that.

There have been several vaery important points raised about the
Partnership for Peace. One specific guestion raised was
whether we have the prompt implementation of the Partnership
for Peace underway. 1 do not want to prematurely come to
judgements on it, but I will tell you that all of the early
signals are positive. There's already a preparation at Mons of
the facilities for the new partners. In the United States,
there are detailed plans underway and agreements already
underway for joint exercises, and I have heard reports from
other defense ministers that similar activity and planning is
underway in their own countries.

A related question had to do with Combined Joint Task Forces.
The question here waes whether, in this etrictly European Tagk



Force, they would be able to function properly without some of
the specialized resources of the United States militazy. And,
if indeed these specialized resources were necessary, would
they be forthcoming. given the view of the United States
Congress towards the support of these sort of operationa. I
cannot answer that question. I can‘'t forecast the future in
complete detail om that. I would point out to you that in
Bosnia today, where there ic an essentially European
peacekeeping force on the ground that does not involve U.S.
troops, that we are supporting them with intelligence, we're
supporting them with airiift, and we're supporting them with
the close air support and the Deny Flight cperation. 8o there
is some precedenct. at least, for saying that the answer to
that question will be yes.

On the more fundamental question on the Partnership for Peace:
The question was raised as to, first of all, whether this was a
Russia-centered policy and whether because of that it was
philosophically flawed? And part of that digcusesion alleged
that Ruesia is destined to be an imperial power and will not
therefore be able to seize the opportunity to become a
democratic nation. I will give you my personal view on that,
which is that I reject the view that the culture of a nation
predestines ite behavior or performance in the political
arena. That somehow there is something about the culture of
Russia that prevents it from becoming a democratic nation. 1
reject that. I think that is false. We have at least one
recent and very prominent example in history. It was not too
many years ago that many people were saying that the German
culture would prevent it from becoming democratic and those
people were proven to be considerably in error. I say, and I
say in the paper, that whatever Russia's culture is, Rusgia at
thie stage in history has a choice and 1 argue that the proper
ctole for the United States, the proper role for the NATO
nations., is to do everything that we can to help them make the
right choice. Ultimately, though, it is their choice. And the
second responsibility of NATO is to provide a hedge if they
fail to make the right choice.

There were also peints made about the Partnership for Peace
which stated. fundamentally, that this was a major missed
opportunity. The opportunity being, of course. the opportunity
for immediate expansion of NATO taking on other members at this
time. The Visograd countries were mentioned, the Baltics have
been mentioned. Ukraine was also suggested. Their interested
in membership. The list becomes large if you start adding it
up. ©Some are more nearly ready than others to be surs.

And it was further arqgued that the reason we were not doing
this ie because, as ] said@ before, is that our policy was toc
Russia-centered, rather than being European-centered. 1 have
argued., and I contjinue to argue, that the assistance that we
and other nations have given to Russia to help reform is a
postivie, definite, concrete step that we can take. That's not
Russia-centered, that ie eelf-interest of the United States,
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self-interest of Europe. Aand second, that it was in response
L0 the point that the NMATO expancion would be a safety net if
that failed. My view on that is that the Partnership for Peace
is the safety net. On balance, all things considered, I would
rather bet that the Partnership for peace is a more effective
safety net angd effectively that is what NATO decided at their
summit meeting. My mescage to you today and to NATO today is
that, having decided that, let's get on with it and make it
effective.

In the discussion of why at this stage we dig not recommend
expanding NATO and, again, in the argument that this was a
Russia-centered policy, it was pointed put that this is one of
a series of decisiong that were Russia-centered. The first one
being the arguments against the double track on miggileg ~-
tactial missiles in Europe -- the arguments against the
deployment of missiles in Europe, and the arguments against the
reunification of Germany. RAll I can 8ay to that is that I was
one of the people who Etrongly supportaed all three of those
actions, butr I still believe, at this stage, that the expansion
of NATO at this time is not appropriate and that the more
effective action the Partnership for Peace.

I might say that not only did I support the double track
misgile (decision). but 1 wag the one who proposed it to NATO.
Not in '77 by the commentator, but it was the winter of '79 at
the NATO meeting of the defense ministers in The Hague., 50 1
reject the lumping these idsag together as having anything to
do with each other,

Let me get on to the question with which I opened my talk with
and which is generating much talk and emotion at this stage,
which is actions in Bosnia. The most eloquent appeal for
immediate action in Boenia was made by Richard Perle, 1I
believe, and I will concede freely that that was an elogquent
and moving statment. Let me refute Part of cthat gtatement.
Starting off by absolutely, categorically rejecting the
allegation that NATO and the United States are inactive, and
take no actions in this today.

We have very substantial actiong underway. First of all, to
limit the violence in that country, we have very strong and
effective action, NATOC action, called Deny Flight which ig
keeping the addition of tactial air to the carnage already
happening in that country and therefore in a very important
way., limiting the violence. And the United States and nany
other NATO nations are participating in that. we kave 28,000
Peacekeeping forces on the ground, not including the United
States, but including many of the NATO natione here today and
that's playing an important role in limited the violence., We
also are involved ip limiting the spread of violence. ror
example, the United States, the Nozdic nations and other NATO
nations have Peacekeeping forces in Macedonia where the
specific objective isg keeping the conflict from epreading into
that country. We have massive action underway in providing
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humanitarian aid, in supplying food and medicine to people in
Bosnia. The United States and other NATO nations are
conducting an airlift. an airdrop operation. today which is
comparable in scope to the Berlin Airlift of an earlier era.
And we are working to bring the warring factions to a peace
agreement, Bo this is real action. It involves tens of
thousands of military forces of NATO, and it involves the
expenditure of billions of dollars a year. Arguably, it saved
the lives of tens if not hundreds of thousands Bosnians to this
point. It is not, however, succeeded in ending the tragedy

there, and it has led many crities to argue that NATO is
ineffective.

As the peace discussions in Geneva drone on with no end in
sight, let me explore the alternative, the additional actions,
we might take. Since I share the frustration of many of you
that whatever we're doing and however much action it jis, it has
not had the desired effect yet.

I'll start off by saying what we do not propose to do. And
that is, we will not attempt to impose on the warring factions
& peace agreement by mititary force, and then subsequently tcy
to maintain that peace agreement with military force. 1 cap
stately flatly and unequivocally to You that there is no public
support and therefore no Congressional support in the Unitegd
Statee for that action. And I believe on the basis of my
discussion with defense ministers and foreign ministers of
other NATO countries that there isg very little support in other
NATO countries as well. S0 we can make grand statements., We
can cry out about the morality of the gituation. But I can
asgure you that theze is no public support for that action and
we are, let us not forget, democracies.

1t has been suggested that we could lift the embargo in
Bosnia. That is a fair question. I think the criteria on
which that proposal should be judged is the extent to which
lifting the embargo would limit the violence or the extent to
which you would move us closer to a peace agreement. We have
believed, to this point, that the answer to this question is
no. That is, it would not have those effects., Nevertheless,
that option ies still open and we have not closed the door on
that as a move which we might feel compeled to take. We, in
this case, being the United Nations with the United Btates
gupport.

Another propesal has been made that has to do with air
strikes. 1 would agree that in 1991, a strong argument could
have been made for the use of air strikes. the threat and the
use of air strikes as a deterent to what has developed in
Bosnia. That time has passed. Now any coneideration of air
strikes has to take into account that there are 28,000
peacekeepers on the ground, lightly armed, not prepared to
fight a war, and surrounded by 200,000 combatants that are
armed and are prepared to fight a war.

L2l



On the subject of air strikes, let me be very clear. We, we
the states being NATO, have the capability to deploy air
strikes. Not only that, it is deployed and in a high state of
readiness. Within one hour after being given the direction to
begin air strikee, we could begin. The question is not whether
we are capable of doing them or what the results would be.

What the political results would be effected by the air strikes
and if the air strike are act one of a new melodrama. What
does that do and what does that breed and what is the
conclusion of that melodrama? These are the questions that are
being serlously consldered as we speak. The consideration is
what will the political effect be, not can we bomb some
facilities and destroy some facilities and kill some peopie.
There it ho doubt of our capability of doing that. What will
the political results be? Will they have the desired effect or
not? I can tell you, unequivocally, at this stage, that we
will not take any military actlon including air strikes without
considering seriously the answere to those guestions and we
will not envoke air strikes unllaterally. Not with 28,000
troops of our allies on the ground in Bosnia. Whatever else we
do, ending the bloodshed in Bosnia will require the warring
factions to come to a peace agreement.

One of the discussants argued that the United States should
take a much more proactive role in participation with those
peace agreements, indeed, accelerating them to a rapid
conclusion. I believe that is a very sensible proposal. It
was also argued that we should impose a arms control regime in
Yugoslavia. I think that's also a sensible propesal, 1 do not
see that in isolation tc a peace agreement, though. 1 think
any arms control regime in Yugoslavia is logically a part of a
peace agreement and not a predecessor to it.

Mr. Chairman, that summerizes my cocmments on my talk,

(End of transcription)




